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the Editor. Notes of guidance to 
authors are available on request. 
News items that may be of interest 
are also sought. We now welcome 
articles on disk in most formats, but 
31/2” HD, Wordperfect 5.1 or ASCII 
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Editorial 





readers for the delay in producing this issue of the journal. 


* IRST of all the editorial team would apologise to our 


Last year we caught up with the backlog on publication 
and have immediately slipped behind. The reason is that we 
were expecting to have a set of two papers to mark out this 


volume. 

Unfortunately the author has suffered personal difficulties 
which have delayed production, but, rather than wait any 
longer, we have decided to go ahead with this issue and 
hold this promised series until the next volume. Besides 
apologising for the delay, I mention this to encourage you 
to pray for the editorial team and the committee of the 
Biblical Creation Society. We believe that we are involved 
in an important work, but often we are conscious that we 
fight a spiritual battle. We covet the prayers of our 
readership. God willing, we intend that the next issue will 
be out before the turn of the year. 

It was interesting to observe press comments on the 
theory of evolution. Because of the delay in publication, 
they are a little out of date but nevertheless still relevant. 
The Sunday Telegraph had some pointed comments in an 
early issue. AN anonymous writer was commenting on the 
hunt for human missing links. A new discovery was in the 
news, ‘Son of Lucy.’ He (or she?) commented that the 
experts say that the bones of this creature may solve the 
problems of human descent. ‘Really?’ he writes, and 
answers his own question with ‘No, they are always saying 
that.’ He points out that their record of achievement is 
hardly convincing. He concludes an amusing, and effective, 
article by commenting, ‘There might, however, be some 
common ancestor, but what it was or when it lived is 
anyone’s guess. And guess the palzeontologists most 
certainly will.’ What a contrast between the evolutionist 
and creationist approach. Who is our nearest relative? Ape 
or God? The more I study man, the more I am persuaded 
of the truth of the biblical position that man is made in the 
image of his Maker. I am also persuaded by the Bible’s 
description of the folly that results from man’s sin: he looks 
in the opposite direction—and finds nothing. 

Was it by coincidence that the same issue of that paper 
drew attention to an article in the Lancet?In this medical 
journal [SHORT, R. V. (1994), Darwin, have I failed you? 
Lancet, 343 (26 February), 528-9] Prof. Short describes 
how he sought to teach his students the underlying 
philosophy of life. To do this, he concluded that ‘we need 
to begin at the beginning, and see how Homo sapiens came 
into being.’ We couldn’t agree more! To see where the 
students were at the start of his course, he gave them a 
questionnaire. This was submitted to 150 students. 27% 
thought Darwin was wrong; 27% thought we could not 
have evolved from an African ape-like ancestor and 21% 
believed that Eve was created from Adam’s rib. 54% 
believed in life after death. 

This confused and disturbed Prof. Short. He analysed the 
data and realised that it correlated very significantly with a 


religious belief and attendance at worship. To remedy the 
situation, the professor ran a short course. After the course 
his students were to write an essay under the heading 
‘Discuss the origin and destiny of the current races of 
mankind.’ He was disappointed in the quality of the 
responses, but the students did indicate an appreciation of 
the course. So he reissued the questionnaire. “To my utter 
dismay ...’ and ‘I was shattered’ was the lecturer’s response. 
There was no significant change in the attitudes of the 
students. Perhaps they were more astute than he gave 
them credit for? 

The correspondence following this article was interesting. 
Dr. Johnson [JOHNSON, A. G. (1994), Teaching evolution, 
Lancet, 343 (19 March), 735] suggested that a better 
approach would have been to point out what the Darwinian 
hypothesis does not explain, that it will never be proven 
by experiment. He rightly identifies Short’s mistaken 
motive of ‘trying to foist an atheistic philosophy hidden 
behind a scientific theory.’ Another writer [Fowler, A. W. 
(1994), Teaching evolution, Lancet, 343 (19 March), 735] 
asked, ‘Does he really believe that Darwinists make better 
doctors?’ I would say that one who believes in the divine 
creation of man must make a better doctor, so perhaps that 
should be a part of the curriculum? 

In the light of that study, it is interesting to publish a 
survey conducted by one of our members amongst the 
churches of Bristol. It is some years since we published a 
survey and it is interesting to see the present trends in 
thinking. 

In a covering letter to his dinosaur article, David Harris 
mentions current dinosaur research that he is following. 
He reports on the discovery of dinosaur eggs (not fossils) 
that have been discovered in China. These still contain 
DNA fragments. As we have pointed out before, this is 
surprising to the evolutionist as DNA, under the most ideal 
conditions, breaks down in less than 100,000 years. If you 
are interested in keeping up to date in creationist news, 
then members of the BCS are able to subscribe to a new 
literature review: BCS Journal Alert. Join the BCS and 
subscribe to this. 

We have an interesting article on Tektites in this issue. 
What pleases me especially is the underlying biblical 
world view in the article. Rather than be pressed by the 
popular evolutionist paradigm, Timothy Unruh asks what 
the Bible says and what are the implications in this for 
cosmology. This is a freedom created by the revealed truth 
rather than a scratching around in the dust for a possible 
theory of origins. 

JHSP. 


Creation in the News 


Horizon: Life Is Impossible 


Paul Garner 
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ROM the opening sequence, which included 
Michelangelo’s Sistine Chapel fresco of God creating 
Adam, to the closing credits, this programme offered 
a fascinating critique of evolutionary theories relating to 


the origin of life on earth. 

The programme, BBC TV, 28 June 1993, took the form 
of interviews with many of the leading workers in the field 
of evolutionary biogenesis. These included Professor 
Stanley Miller, Professor Jeffrey Bada, Dr. Christopher 
Chyba, Dr. Graham Cairns-Smith, and many others. Perhaps 
the most entertaining—and somewhat cheeky!—aspect of 
this documentary was the way in which the programme- 
makers played the various scientists off one against 
another. In turn, each evolutionary hypothesis would be 
proposed by one or more of the interviewees, only to have 
the fatal flaws in it highlighted to devastating effect by the 
others! 

The classic experiments of Miller were the first to be 
challenged. Miller assumed that the atmosphere of the 
early earth was methane-rich, but this is no longer thought 
to have been the case. Many workers now favour an 
atmosphere with high levels of carbon dioxide, but this is 
fatal for Miller’s experiments since it appears that organic 
molecules cannot readily form in such an atmosphere. To 
circumvent this problem, Dr. Christopher Chyba, of the 
NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, has proposed that 
comets and asteroids delivered the organic molecules to 
earth, as interplanetary dust particles (IDPs). However, 
Professor Jeffrey Bada dismisses this as ‘a desperate 
source.’ Analyses of Greenland ice cores have not shown 
up even a tenth of the organic matter predicted by the dust- 
particle theory. 

Bada and Miller have invented their own scenario to 
avoid the difficulties of a carbon dioxide atmosphere—the 
frozen ocean theory. This theory says that a short-lived 
reducing atmosphere was created by meteorite impacts 
into a frozen primordial ocean. The organic molecules 
formed under these temporary reducing conditions were 
rained back into the ocean, and preserved when the ocean 
re-froze. But Professor Michael Russell responded that 
there is no evidence for a frozen ocean, and Dr. Everett 
Shock said that the geological record provides more 
evidence of a warm climate than a cold one! 

Russell and Shock are more convinced by another 
hypothesis, which says that deep-sea hydrothermal vents 
were the cradle of life on earth. Experimental simulation 
of vent systems by geochemist Dr. Remy Hennet produced 


amino acids in large quantities. However, others question 
whether some of the precursors used by Hennet—namely, 
cyanide and formaldehyde—actually occur in vents. Bada 
called these experiments a good example of ‘paper 
chemistry’, adding that it’s a case of ‘writing down 
hypothetical reactions and claiming that they have some 
relevance in nature.’ 

One outstanding difficulty for every single one of these 
theories is that all they produce are amino acids, which 
make up the proteins. So far, no-one has managed to 
explain the origin of nucleic acids, which make up DNA. 
One aspect of this problem was highlighted by Dr. Graham 
Cairns-Smith of Glasgow University. This is the well- 
known dilemma that proteins need DNA, and DNA needs 
proteins. In the words of Cairns-Smith, ‘since everything 
depends upon everything else, how can it have evolved in 
the first place? It’s a chicken-and-egg situation, and you 
could say that it sets the problem of the origin of life.’ 

To overcome this dilemma, it has been proposed that 
life might have begun as a simple world of RNA, which 
reproduced without proteins or amino acids. However, 
researchers have never quite come up with a piece of RNA 
that will replicate itself from scratch, and there is always the 
question of where the RNA came from in the first place. 
Calculations performed by Cairns-Smith show that the 
chance of synthesising RNA from simpler molecules is 
infinitesimally small. 

Cairns-Smith has, therefore, looked for an alternative 
way to get life started, and has proposed that life originated 
from clay minerals. To Jeffrey Bada, this hypothesis is 
laughable. Clay today is not living, and Bada asks why we 
should suppose that clay four billion years ago was any 
different. 

Finally, the programme turned its attention to a new 
theory put forward, not by a biochemist, but by a Munich 
patent lawyer, Dr. Gunter Wachtershauser. Wachtershauser 
has come up with what he believes is a plausible source 
of energy for life—the formation of pyrite crystals (‘fool’s 
gold’) and electrons from iron sulphide and hydrogen 
sulphide. The reactions of the scientists in the programme 
show that this theory is also proving controversial. Dr. Jack 
Szostak commented, ‘I think it’s a long way from the 
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surface of a crystal to molecules like RNA that would store 
information, and I don’t think that we’re really talking 
about life until we’re talking about informational storage 
and the inheritance and transmission of information.’ 
Perhaps the entire search for a materialistic origin of life is 
a quest for ‘fool’s gold.’ 

The heart of this whole issue was occasionally touched 
upon by the interviewees themselves. Christopher Chyba 
lamented that this is a field ‘where there is an 
underabundance of understanding and probably an 
overabundance of big egos and it‘s not surprising that 
there’s acrimony.’ Professor Karl Stetter, of the University 
of Regensburg, made the comment early on in the 
programme that the search for the origin of life is really ‘a 
kind of religion.’ Watching this programme reminded me 
of a comment made by Professor George Wald in an article 





Frank J. Peachey 


Reluctant as I am to disagree with the otherwise 
excellent article, “The Credibility of Genesis 1 & 2,’ it must 
be pointed out that Genesis 2:7 does not say that God 
breathed a soul into Adam. In fact, the Hebrew word, 
nephesh (soul), is used of the lower animals four times 
before it is used of man in Genesis 1. Here and elsewhere 
in the Old Testament, living creatures are described as 
souls. The vital difference between men and all other living 
things lies in the fact that only man was made in the image 
of God and after His likeness. 


J. C. Walton i 


In his article on the Credibility of Genesis ( Origins, vol. 
6, no. 16), James Peet made a number of insightful 
connections. However, he included the suggestion that in 
Genesis human beings were distinguished from animals 
by the possession of souls. Peet quotes Genesis 2:7 and 
Deuteronomy 6:5 to support the idea that ‘God breathed 
into him [Adam] a soul’ and that ‘Nothing like this is 
recorded for the animal creation. The KJV of the first 
reference reads: ‘... LORD GOD formed man of the dust of 
the ground and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life 
and man became a living soul.’ The idea is that the living 
soul resulted from God breathing life into the model he 
had fabricated. The ‘soul’ here stands for the life of Adam. 

So, the equation from Genesis is actually: the dust of the 
ground (earth’s elements) + the breath of life = a living 


published some years ago on the origin of life (Wald 1955). 
Having discussed the incredible complexity of even the 
simplest forms of life, and the astronomical problems in 
deriving such organisms from inorganic materials, he said: 

‘One has only to contemplate the magnitude of this task 
to concede that the spontaneous generation of a living 
organism is impossible. Yet here we are—as a result, I 
believe, of spontaneous generation.’ 


Reference 


WALD, G. (1955), The origin of life, in The Physics and 
Chemistry of Life, Simon & Schuster, p. 9. 


Transcript available for £2 (cheques payable to Broadcasting 
Support Services) from Horizon: Life is Impossible, PO 
Box 7, London W3 6XJ. 


Correspondence 


soul, i.e. a living being. It was not that Adam was given 
possession of a soul, but he was one. God’s life-giving 
breath converted the inanimate dust into a living soul. The 
word soul in both Genesis 2:7 and Deuteronomy 6:5 is 
translated from the Hebrew nephesh. There is no indication 
here that a nephesh could exist independently of the body 
but rather that the living animate being is a nephesh (soul). 

This same word is used to signify the life of water and 
land animals in Genesis 1:20, 30; e.g. ‘And God said, let the 
waters bring forth abundantly the moving creature that 
hath life’ (nephesh). Peet’s key test, Genesis 2:7, also 
mentions the ‘breath of life’ which is translated from the 
Hebrew neshamab. Again, however, Genesis records that 
this same breath of life was in both humankind and 
animals, e.g. Genesis 7:22, ‘And all flesh died that moved 
upon the earth, both of fowl and of cattle and of beast ... 
all in whose nostrils was the breath of life (neshamah),’ 
Thus neither nephesh nor neshamabh was limited to Homo 
sapiens. The idea that humankind differed from animals 
because of a specially imparted soul is not found anywhere 
in Genesis. 

Apart from this, Peet made good his distinctions between 
human and animal kinds and deduced some valuable 
conclusions. 


Reply from James H. Peet 


With reference to the letter by Frank Peachey, I accept 
the qualification he makes on the meaning of nephesh 


(soul). I distinguish between soul and spirit by reference 
to Deuteronomy 6:5. One notes that in Mark and Luke the 
Lord quoting this passage adds ‘mind’ to soul, heart and 
might. Also, Ecclesiastes 12:7 states that the body corrupts 
while the spirit returns to God Who made it. I did not 
intend to imply that the soul is immortal. My point was the 
different method God used in creating man—the critical 
word is not ‘soul/living’ but ‘breathed.’ All other creatures 
‘were made in a moment by the Word of God (as John 1, 
Colossians 1, Hebrews 1), living physical beings ‘swarming’ 
in great numbers. God made man, one individual, by 
moulding the physical part from the earth and personally 
breathing life into it. 

Dr. de Groot has drawn my attention to one or two other 
points on which I would like to comment. I accept I was 
inaccurate in identifying fluorescence and phosphor— 
escence. I am grateful for the explanation of the process 
causing these.’ My remarks were based on reports I read 
and noted at the time of the Apollo landing on the moon 
in 1969. Photos were shown in geographical papers that 
had been taken by astronauts from the moon, showing the 
earth bathed in a blue light. They remarked on the beauty 
of the earth and stated that no other planet was so 
illumined. If this were true, I wonder why the sun does not 
illumine the other planets near the earth at least this way? 
It led me to suggest the particularity of the earth may be 
connected with the creation of light on the first day. 

With reference to the suggestion that the September 
equinox allows for a four day delay in the creation of the 
sun, I relied on quotations from ‘Scripture of Truth’ by 
Sidney Collett based on the ‘Date of Creation’ by J.B. 
Dimbleby, who gives graphic charts to demonstrate this, 
basing them on Johann Kepler’s discovery that the sun is 
not quite in the centre of the earth’s orbit. 

It is, of course, possible that in God’s creative plan the 
sun was created in Genesis 1:1 but not made a maor, light 
bearer (as distinct from or, light) till the fourth day. 

I thank these expert gentlemen for their advice and 
hope that I have clarified my line of argument. 


Footnote 


1. Comment from Dr. de Groot: ‘Fluorescence is the 
spontaneous emission of light, normally within 10-8 sec 
after being excited. Phosphorescence also occurs after a 
substance has been illuminated and is seen as an afterglow 
which can last from a fraction of a second to days or years 
depending on the circumstances.’ 


V. S. Gilbert 


Might I make a suggestion? You must have a continual 
stream of people, like myself, who are new to Creation 
Science and who would appreciate a short course on the 
subject. This could be achieved by a series of structured 
articles, say four, that reflect a curriculum laid down by the 
Editorial Committee. These could then be repeated each 
year, when the articles would be updated and written by 


a different author to give them freshness and a differing 
viewpoint. Their content would, of course, still be based 
upon the curriculum which, in turn, would be monitored 
by the committee in order that trends and major 
developments that have occurred are included. Some 
computer magazines do something similar to this and even 
include an on-going glossary of terms. Such an approach, 
apart from being of help to newcomers, would perhaps 
also introduce a degree of standardisation which never 
comes amiss in any subject. 

The idea has, no doubt, been considered before and it 
may well be argued that the information can be derived 
from various books on the subject. This is, of course, in part 
true but for the ordinary and interested pew Christian 
reading a modified Origins, plus an occasional book 
recommended in the magazine, would be an easier way of 
keeping up with the subject. 


[Editor’s comment: Mr. Gilbert did not offer this letter for 
publication but as a matter for consideration by the 
committee. However, it may be the basis for wider 
comment and the editorial team would be pleased to hear 
comments as we begin planning for volume 18.] 


Audrey Jadden 


Your journal gives us important facts and information to 
arm us for a battle that has long been fought and many 
times would be lost by default were it not for the dedicated 
dissemination of the objective truth by organizations like 
yours. 


Jenny Smith 


Dear Members and Subscribers, 

In 1978 I was asked to receive registrations for a 
forthcoming Creation Study Conference organised by 
David Tyler and David Watts. I agreed to do this because 
of some newly acquired spare time. Little did I realise that 
this would lead to sixteen years involvement with the 
Biblical Creation Society. 

I have thoroughly enjoyed serving you all as co- 
administrator and have made lasting friendships especially 
with Liz Reeves. 

In the last few days I have taken over forty boxes and 
files to Brian Watt who has accepted the job. Iam sure that 
Brian will be happy in the work as I have been and I wish 
him and the Society all the best. 


[The Society will miss the continuous and faithful 
support of Jenny. We depend on the efforts of the unsung 
heros of faith such as her. Among the varied tasks that 
Jenny did was the proof-reading of the Journal. She was 
meticulous in this and the production standard owes much 
to her critical eye. We hope that this issue does not betray 
the loss of her help. Thanks, Jenny, and God bless. 
Editorial Team] 


Dinosaur Breath 


New Dinosaur findings support 
Creation Science 


David M. Harris 


OR many years Creationists have had opinions about what 
happened to the dinosaurs. Some of these opinions have 
not exactly matched the evolutionary ideas. At the annual 
symposium of the Geological Society of America, evidence was 
presented which unintentionally supported Creationist ideas. 
They did not intend nor realise this when they presented the 


evidence. 


Creation Theory of Dinosaur Extinction 


How do creationists explain dinosaur extinction? Many, 
including myself, 
ascribe to a theory 
related to the Great 
Flood of Noah. We 

feel there were 
great atmospheric 
changes at this 
time. So far as we 
can tell, before the 
flood there was a great canopy of water surrounding the 

Earth. Genesis 1:6 tells us: ‘And God said, ‘Let there be an 
expanse between the waters to separate water from water.’ 
So God made the expanse and separated the water under 

the expanse from the water above it. And it was so. God 
called the expanse sky.’ So God put water under the sky, 
and above the sky. For this reason we believe there was 

a great quantity of water placed above the sky or atmosphere. 

The question arises, how much water? If we consider the 
flood of Noah we find it lasted for about 375 days. During 
that period there was a torrential downpour for forty days. 

A very heavy rainfall today would be about 15 cm (6 
inches) in one day. Let us assume that the time of Noah saw 
a rainfall of 30 cm (one foot) in one day. This would mean 
a total of 12 metres (40 feet) of water. 
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Where was all this water stored? 


It can be observed today that, as we go up in altitude, 
such as climbing a mountain, the temperature drops. At a 
certain height, currently 30-50 km (20-30 miles) the 
temperature starts 
to go up again until 
it climbs above the 
boiling point of 
water. At this 
altitude the boiling 
point of water is 
about 25 Celsius, 
(75° Fahrenheit). 
When we go higher 
still the temperature drops once again. If liquid water were 
placed at this height it will remain as liquid water. If it falls, 
it will heat up, evaporate, then return to the higher altitude. 
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With all this weight of liquid water above the atmosphere 
the air would be compressed. It may have reached a 
pressure about twice that seen today. 

We know that today humans need about one twelfth of 
a lung to live when healthy, and more when we get sick. 
Some creatures need a lot more, particularly reptiles. Some 


reptiles need more than one full lung to live, and they 
wheeze when they getvery sick. Before the Flood, humans 
would have needed !/24 of a lung to live. The reptiles, I 
mentioned, would need one half to three quarters of a 
lung. 


LUNG USAGE BEFORE AND AFTER THE FLOOD 
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The End of the Dinosaurs 


If there were creatures that needed one full lung to live 
before the Flood, they would need two complete lungs 
when they were healthy after the Flood. If they became 
sick they would suffocate. Many creation scientists believe 
that this is what did happen. 

Another benefit of an atmosphere twice the pressure of 
today is that it would be easier to fly. There are some flying 
dinosaurs that are obviously built for flight, but scientists 
cannot understand how they could fly in the present-day 
atmosphere. In an atmosphere twice as dense as today’s, 
they would have found it quite possible to fly. 


New Secular Theory of Dinosaur 
Extinction 


On Wednesday 27th October 1993, in Boston, U.S.A. the 
Geological Society of America held a symposium. One of 
the theories put forward by a team of govern—ment 
scientists related to the extinction of the dinosaurs. The 
most popular theory held by evolutionary scientists states 
that the dinosaurs probably died out when a large asteroid 
crashed to Earth 65 million years ago. The exact result of 
this crash varies with the theory, but the idea was that it so 
changed the environment that the dinosaurs could not live 


in the new world. The 
government group explained 
the result of their research 
indicates that the dinosaurs 
did not die out due to this 

asteroid. They state that the 
new evidence shows the 
atmosphere had much more 
oxygen in itatthe time of the 

dinosaurs. According to their 
new proposal the oxygen 
level suddenly dropped ata time of great volcanic activity. 
This is exactly what creation scientists have been saying for 
years! 





Does this match the Creation View? 


There are some differences from the creationist view, 
however. The evolutionists’ theory proposed that the 
oxygen level was about 35% of the air content, compared 
with 21% today. That would have caused some unfort- 
unate side-effects. Increasing or decreasing the oxygen 
percentage substantially, on a long-term basis, causes 
unconsciousness, intoxication, hallucinations, and even 
death. Just imagine a world with drunken diplodoci, 
stoned stegosauri, and tipsy 7. Rexes! 

A far better explanation would be that the atmospheric 
pressure was greater than today’s level, so increasing the 
amount of oxygen without changing the proportion. 


Conclusion 


From this research we see that creation science can 
propose a scientific theory, and then evidence can be 
found to substantiate it. This is known as falsification, and 
is a valuable aspect of the scientific method. Creation 
science is real science, often at its best. 
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Reviews 


Bones of Contention, by Marvin L. Lubenow. (Baker 
Book House Co., Grand Rapids), 1992. £7.95. 


Reviewed by Steven J. Robinson. 


UBENOW is Professor of Bible and Apologetics at 

Christian Heritage College, California, and Bones of 

Contention distils his 25 years of research in the field 
of ‘palzeoanthropology’—the study of fossil human remains. 
Lubenow is one of those rare teachers in theological 
colleges who recognise that palzeontology and other 
‘worldly’ disciplines such as cosmology and archzeology 
are areas which they and their students cannot afford to 
ignore. The Bible is not silent on questions of how the 
heavens, the earth and everything on the earth came into 
being. And it gives answers which contradict those of 
today’s wise men, who teach that man’s spirit is an illusion 
of his body and his body an accident of Nature. Cosmologists, 
palzeontologists and the like are philosophers, more than 
scientists, and like all philosophers they seek to convince 
others that man is free of any higher authority. They 
interpret everything they study to that end, to establish a 
rational basis for a man-centred universe. 

The search for the ‘missing link’ between ape and man 
is the evolutionist’s search for the holy grail. It is where the 
theory of evolution touches us most nearly. Thus for 
Richard Leakey or Donald Johanson it is not difficult to 
make a book on ancient bones interesting—the search 
provides drama enough. They concentrate not so much on 
the story of the fossils themselves as on the story of their 
discovery: the days of preparation, the torrid days under 
the sun before a chance find purportedly revolutionises 
man’s perception of his past, the personalities of the team 
members, the conflicts between rival camps. Semi-technical 
discussions of the bones take place within a drama that 
invests them with the significance of the discoverers’ story. 
The reader is excited because Leakey, or Johanson, is 
excited, and he takes their interpretation of the bones on 
trust. 

Lubenow has written quite a different book. Because, 
from his perspective, the quest for man’s evolutionary 
ancestor is a waste of effort and money and he cannot enter 
into it with the same emotional involvement; he must tell 
a different story. What he imparts to the reader—and with 
much less artifice—is a liberating knowledge that the 
bones belie the evolutionist’s reconstruction of man’s 
genealogy, and that, in the privacy of their technical 
journals, many specialists have admitted as much. 

Lubenow looks at the evidence head-on, with the 
confidence of a man who knows he has nothing to fear. 
With fossil ‘hominid’ individuals now numbering over 
6,000, he unusually emphasises the adequacy of the fossil 
record: if there is a case to be made for human evolution, 
there is ample material with which to make it and to judge 
the theory either proved or falsified. Its proponents should 
therefore be prepared to state (as Darwin did) what would 
constitute disproof of the theory. Lubenow spells it out: 





‘The “survival of the fittest” has a flip side. It is the 
death of the less fit. For evolution to proceed, it is as 
essential that the less fit die as it is that the more fit 
survive. If the unfit survived indefinitely, they would 
continue to “infect” the fit with their less fit genes. The 
result is that the more fit genes would be diluted and 
compromised by the less fit genes, and evolution could 
not take place. ... If the concept of human evolution is 
a scientific theory, it must be capable of being falsified. 
Since human evolution is alleged to be a historic 
process, the evidence for it or the falsification of it must 
come from the fossil record. For instance, if Homo 
erectus people persisted long after they should have 
died out or changed into Homo sapiens, the concept of 
human evolution would be falsified. If one could show 
that fossils indistinguishable from modern humans 
existed long before they were supposed to exist 
(according to the process of evolution) this also would 
falsify the concept.’ 

The argument of Lubenow’s book is that the concept is 
thus falsified. The evidence does not depict an evolutionary 
tree from Australopithecus africanus (or afarensis) to 
Homo habilis, to Homo erectus, to ‘archaic’ Homo sapiens, 
to Homo sapiens proper. Indeed, Homo habilis (meaning 
‘handy man’) is not a true taxon at all, but a Piltdown-like 
composite of australopithecine and human material. Thus, 
when Johanson in 1986 unearthed the first complete post- 
cranial skeleton of Homo habilis, the animal was found to 
be only 3 feet tall, and 6 inches shorter than ‘Lucy’, her 
supposed australopithecine ancestor 2 million years her 
senior. She was also 2 feet 5 inches smaller than a complete 
skeleton of a Homo erectus boy found in 1984, which, 
although only 200,000 years younger, was supposedly her 
descendant. 

‘Homo habilis’ was in reality a three-foot ape. He could 
not have made the tools with which he is associated— 
rather, he was some other toolmaker’s dinner! At 1.8 
million years old, the specimen discovered in 1986 is 
younger than the earliest specimens of Homo erectus, put 
at 1.9 million years old, while the youngest Homo habilis 
specimens are dated 1.5 million years old. Erectus and 
habilis overlap by 400,000 years. When, therefore, after 
1,900,000 years of non-progression, did the evolution of a 
three-foot ape into a six-foot adult human being take 
place? The evidence indicates that it never did. 

Long overlaps also undermine the supposed ancestor- 
descendant relationship between Homo erectusand (archaic 
and modern) Homo sapiens. Homo erectus specimens 
occur right up to geologically modern times. According to 
orthodox dates, but contrary to orthodox theories, Homo 
erectus, Neanderthal Man and Homo sapiens were all 
contemporaries. The skeletal differences between them 
are trivial and do not warrant the subjective division of 
them into different species; they were all of one kind. 

Neanderthal (and erectus) morphology can be explained 
totally without recourse to evolution. As Richard Klein 
points out: 


‘The forward placement of Neanderthal jaws and the 
large size of the incisors probably reflect habitual use of 
the anterior dentition as a tool, perhaps as a clamp or 
vice.’ 

This could account for the long face, the well-developed 
brow-ridges and even the long, low shape of the cranium. 
Similarly, the deformed limbs and eye-sockets of certain 
Neanderthals may be due to a deficiency of vitamin D. In 
the wet, cloudy conditions of the Ice Age the inhabitants 
of Europe (where most Neanderthals are found) may have 
suffered from this deficiency as a result of an unbalanced 
diet and inadequate exposure to sunlight. 

In a sense, the theory that man evolved into being is 
hanged by the radiometric dates which were designed to 
give it life. As Lubenow says: ‘Even when the human fossils 
are placed on time charts according to the evolutionist’s 
dates for these fossils, the results do not support human 
evolution but conflict with it.’ 
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Fig, 1a. 
The human gene-pool: 
cranial variation within 
it may be primarily 
genetic or primarily 
cultural. 
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Fig. 1b. Thesame variation ignoring chronological overlaps 
and ordered into supposed evolutionary relationships. 








However, such an argument cannot stop there, since 
one also needs to demonstrate that the evolutionist’s dates 
are systematically inflated. Unfortunately, the author attacks 
the dates solely on ad hoc grounds, by pointing out the 
problems scientists have experienced in dating the KBS 
Tuff of Lake Turkana, Kenya (the bed beneath which the 
‘1470’ skull was found) and exposing the somewhat 
arbitrary ways in which they solved those difficulties. 
These manceuvrings are certainly an embarrassment to 
evolutionists, and the charge of manipulation may be 
justified in many instances, but they do not demonstrate 
that radiometric dating is fundamentally invalid. While it 
may be true that radiometric dating could have supported 


an age of 221 million years for the KBS Tuff as easily as it 
was finally made to support an age of 1.9 million years, it 
does not follow that the true age should be measured in 
thousands. As Glen Morton has pointed out, the absence 
of naturally occurring radio isotopes with half-lives less 
than 700 million years makes the belief that the earth is 
around 4,600 million years old entirely reasonable, in the 
absence of contrary evidence (Morton, 1982). If that is the 
age of the earth, 1.9 million years must be virtually the 
minimum age of the KBS Tuff. 

Lubenow’s argument on ‘the dating game’ simply 
demonstrates that radiometric dating is very imprecise, not 
that it is fundamentally unsound. A non-creationist reader 
might reach a conclusion somewhat different from his 
own: ‘Only when the human fossils are placed on time 
charts according to the evolutionist’s dates for these fossils 
do the results not support human evolution.’ The dates 
being totally arbitrary, perhaps the scheme of human 
evolution could be made more consistent simply by 
manipulating the dates more artfully and eliminating the 
overlaps. However, they are not totally arbitrary. They are 
worse, being both unscientific (because they depend on 
assumptions which can neither be verified nor falsified) 
and unreasonable (because contradicted by much other 
evidence). These charges will be justified below. 

From the standpoint of theoretical physics, the rate at 
which a radio isotope decays is not a fundamental constant. 
If, for example, the velocity of light (‘c’?) was higher in the 
past, the rate at which isotopes decayed would also have 
been higher, and the ages produced by radiometric dating 
would be proportionately inflated. Whether there is 
evidence that the velocity of light was once higher is 
debatable. Measurements have been taken for over two 
centuries and still earlier determinations can be calculated 
from the eclipse times of Jupiter’s moons, recorded in the 
1670's. After subjecting the data to statistical analysis and 
weighting for error margins, most scientists, including 
most creationists, discern no significant trend (Norman 
and Setterfield, 1987). Hence, apart from the not 
inconsiderable weight of circumstantial evidence, the 
proposition that cwas higher in the past (perhaps levelling 
off many centuries ago) seems to have little more foundation 
than the theory of evolution itself; neither can be 
substantiated from present observation. On the other 
hand, the assumption that c has never varied also cannot 
be substantiated. The only way to verify radiometric dating 
beyond doubt would be to apply it to an object whose age 
was historically known, and that cannot be done, because 
even the youngest ages obtainable from radiometric 
methods go beyond the limits of recorded history. The 
methods are unfalsifiable, and since they conflict with 
nearly all primary evidence of the earth’s age, they should 
be regarded with scepticism. 

Radiometric dates are the last bastion of Darwinism. 
Palzontologists believe in them because they believe in 
evolution, and they believe in evolution, despite the 
evidence against it, because they believe in the radiometric 
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dates. This is well illustrated when one looks at the 
reaction to the discovery that DNA molecules have been 
preserved in fossils dated 20 or more million years old 
(Palmer, 1992). The evidence of laboratory experiments 
shows that DNA—a highly complex and unstable 
structure—breaks down completely within 10,000 years 
(Sykes, 1991). In principle this process of decay furnishes 
an index by which we may date organic matter just as the 
decay of radioactive elements is used to date volcanic 
matter, and since the period of extrapolation is many times 
shorter, the principle is many times more dependable. The 
discrepancy between the maximum 10,000 years indicated 
by DNA decay and the millions of years derived from 
radiometric methods is strong evidence that the latter 
methods are fundamentally unsound. But in practice 
scientists draw the opposite conclusion, persuaded that 
radiometric dates invalidate the estimated rate of DNA 
decay. 

The footprints which Mary Leakey discovered at Lzetoli 
are similarly discounted. Although indistinguishable from 
human footprints, they are dated by the potassium-argon 
method to 3.6 million years ago—long before Homo 
sapiens is recognised—and therefore attributed to 
australopithecines, creatures which therefore must have 
been capable of walking. As R. H. Tuttle remarked, ‘If the 
G prints were not known to be so old, we would readily 
conclude that they were made by a member of our own 
genus, Homo’ (Tuttle, 1990). Because the radiometric 
dates are believed to be inviolable, the primary evidence 
is rejected. 

The anomalous elbow fossil from Kanapoi is likewise 
rejected. William Howells observes: 

‘The humeral fragment from Kanapoi, with a date of 
about 4.4 million, could not be distinguished from 
Homo sapiensmorphologically or by multivariate analysis 
by Patterson and myself in 1967 (or by much more 
searching analysis by others since then). We suggested 
that it might represent Australopithecus because at that 
time allocation to Homoseemed preposterous, although 
it would be the correct one without the time element.’ 
(Howells, 1981). 

Because the radiometric dates are not totally arbitrary, 
the Lzetoli and Kanapoi evidence is devastating for the 
concept of human evolution. To argue that the radiometric 
dates are wrong and that the bones must be less than 2 
million years old (ascribing them to Homo erectus) is not 
a viable option. 

The evolutionist interpretation of man’s remote past 
continually changes as new evidence demands revisions. 
Since Lubenow wrote, bones have been found in a cave 
in the Sierra de Atapuerca, northern Spain, which would 
put the first appearance of Neanderthals in Europe at least 
300,000 years ago—150,000 years earlier than previously 
thought (Arsuaga, 1993). Dates themselves frequently 
change. Fossils from the cave at Qafzeh, northern Israel, 
were formerly dated 30,000 years ago; according to the 
more recent thermoluminescence method, the date should 


be 90,000 years ago. According to carbon-dating, human 
occupation of the Tabun Cave, south of Haifa, ceased 
40-50,000 years ago; according to the thermoluminescence 
and electron spin resonance methods, it ceased between 
100,000 and 120,000 years ago. When Lubenow was 
writing, the Neanderthal skull from the cave at Zuttiyeh, 
northern Israel, was reckoned to be 150,000 years old; now 
it is dated 250,000-300,000 years old, and being too ancient 
for Neanderthal, reclassified archaic Homo sapiens (Anon, 
1993). Perhaps in the light of the discoveries at Sierra de 
Atapuerca it will soon be classified Neanderthal again. 

The chronological discrepancies arise, because the later 
dating methods adopted because they are supposed to be 
more accurate (sensitive) than earlier ones—are based on 
different processes of decay, the extrapolation of which 
depends on different unknowns. By themselves, the 
discrepancies are further evidence that at least some of the 
methods (not necessarily those that are superseded) are 
extremely unreliable. 

Like other caves that reach into the Pleistocene, the 
Zuttiyeh cave is of greatest interest in affording geological 
evidence that the standard chronology is grossly inflated. 
At their thickest the deposits go down about 6 metres; 
where they were excavated, about 5 metres. The uppermost 
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Fig. 2. Cave at Mugharet-el-Zuttieh, Galilee: section through 
deposits at deepest point. 
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stratum, 1.2 metres thick, consists of earth and decomposed 
organic matter, and descends from the most recent 
occupation (by the Bedouin) to the Early Bronze Age, 4200 
years or so earlier. The middle stratum, 0.9 metres thick, 
begins with a layer of blocks that crashed from the ceiling; 
the rest of it is a reddish, clayey earth inmixed with more 
fallen blocks, and contains Palzeolithic flints. Both the 
fallen blocks and the dearth of organic matter indicate a 
rapid rate of deposition. Yet, as measured by the age of the 
skull found at the bottom of the stratum, these 90 cm 
represent no less than 250,000 years. The last stratum, 3 
metres thick, contains a few flint implements near the top 
but has not been dated; much of it is laminated and 
therefore also appears to have been laid down rapidly. The 
bedrock is Cretaceous limestone (Turville-Petre, 1927). 

Thus in the historical period the deposition rate averaged 
approximately 0.28 mm per year, whereas in the Palzeolithic 
period it supposedly dropped to a mere 0.0036mm per 
year—almost 80 times slower—although the geological 
evidence testifies to a more rapid rate of deposition. But 
the historical period is of known length, whereas the 
length of the preceding geological period is inferred from 
assumptions that have nothing to do with the primary 
evidence. The cave deposits amount to a complete refutation 
of the evolutionary timescale. 

Although the promiscuous use of different dating 
methods may have distorted the picture to some extent, 
the chronological overlaps between Homo habilis, Homo 
erectus, Neanderthal Man and Homo sapiens are real, 
whether they be measured in terms of hundreds of 
thousands of years (in accordance with the evolutionary 
timescale) or simply hundreds of years (in accordance with 
the Biblical timescale). With the exception of Homo 
habilis, the terms merely denote the anatomical variability 
which mankind has always exhibited. Even today there are 
people who have affinities with Homo erectus and 
Neanderthal Man. Likewise, cranial capacity today varies 
from around 800cc to over 2,000cc. All past examples of 
Homo erectus and Neanderthal Man are well within this 
range. 

Morphological overlaps are as subversive of the belief 
in human evolution as chronological overlaps. At the 
Skuhl Cave in Israel, the bones were those ostensibly of ‘a 
single tribe ranging in type from almost Neanderthal to 
almost sapiens (Howells, 1945). At Qafzeh, individual 
specimens ranged from Neanderthal-like to modern 
(Wolpoff, 1980, p. 306). At Vindija (Yugoslavia) some 
fragments showed thin brow-ridges (supraorbital tori) and 
high foreheads, others thick brow-ridges and receding 
foreheads (Wolpoff, 1980, p. 303). In the Atapuerca cave 
fossils from at least 24 individuals show features common 
to all three ‘species.’ 

These are not isolated examples. As Lubenow points 
out, the pseudo-taxon ‘archaic Homo sapiens is a limitless 
rag-bag for all individuals that do not fit neatly into the 
other taxa. Implicitly acknowledging the variability of 
Homo sapiens and the inadequacy of a scheme which 


divides fossil man into distinct species (mutually. exclusive 
by definition), it nonetheless pretends that such variability 
is confined to a relatively narrow timespan 700,000-100,000 
years ago and is thus made to appear as an evolutionary 
stage on the way to modern Homo sapiens. But as we have 
seen, Neanderthal skull can become archaic simply because 
it is found to be too old for Neanderthal, and archaic-type 
heterogeneity occurs (albeit much less often) today, within 
modern Homo sapiens. 

Lubenow’s manner is both genial and gracious (a rather 
rare quality among creationists). While arguing— 
successfully—that ‘the concept of human evolution is a 
philosophy perpetuated in spite of and independent of the 
facts of the fossil record’ and exposing the intellectual 
chicanery to which some have resorted in order to 
maintain otherwise, he refrains from imputing insincerity 
or dishonesty to his opponents. He commends his own 
point of view by reasoning peaceably and without animus. 
The arguments are also supported by comprehensive 
references. 

Altogether, this is a powerful book of wide appeal. It 
would make an excellent gift, especially for Christian 
friends and leaders who, chiefly because they have only 
heard the evolutionist side, do not believe that man was 
created from the dust of the earth by God himself, and that 
each individual is created by God in his mother’s womb. 
The last chapters offer a thoughtful (and fresh) discussion 
of the more theological issues. If Genesis alone cannot 
persuade, perhaps this book will. 
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Creation Scientists Answer Their Critics, by Duane T. 
Gish. (Institute for Creation Research, El Cajon, California), 
1993, 451pp., $16.95 


Reviewed by Paul Garner 


VER the past few years, a large number of books and 

articles by evolutionists have appeared which have 

sought to confront creationists, and answer their 
arguments. Indeed, the impact of creationism in the United 
States has been such that a concerned American Humanist 
Association launched an entire journal dedicated to the 
promotion of evolutionary ideas—Creation/Evolution. In 
this country, we have our own Association for the Protection 
of Evolution—the so-called APE-men! It is gratifying to 
know that evolution needs this kind of protection! However, 
it is my experience that much of this onslaught has been 
poorly researched, and is usually low on substance and 
high on rhetoric. It is frustrating to read so many vitriolic 
attacks on creationists and creationism, endlessly repeating 
the same tired old ‘refutations’, and accusing the creationists 
of poor scholarship, at best, and outright deceit and 
falsehood, at worst. 

In his latest book, Dr. Duane Gish, Vice-President of the 
Institute for Creation Research, has decided to confront the 
critics head-on, as he has in almost 300 formal creation/ 
evolution debates across the world since 1971. Dr. Gish 
has selected some of the major anti-creationist literature, 
including Kitcher’s ‘Abusing Science’, Eldredge’s ‘The 
Monkey Business’, and the compilation volume entitled 
‘Scientists Confront Creationism’, and he sets out to 
critique it in detail. In addition, he answers arguments 
which have been propounded in a number of journal 
articles and public debates. 

In chapter six, Dr. Gish addresses the arguments of 
evolutionists with regards to thermodynamics. Anti- 
creationists have often claimed that evolution is analogous 
to the formation of snowflakes and crystals, or embryonic 
development. Dr. Gish here demonstrates the fallaciousness 
of these claims. In fact, anti-creationist Stanley Freske has 
warned fellow evolutionists about using the crystal growth 
argument against creationists. He writes that ‘a debater 
who tries to draw too close a parallel between crystals and 
living systems will be in trouble’ (Creation/Evolution, 
1981, Volume 2, Number 2, p. 11). Also tackled in this 
chapter is the idea that thermodynamics poses no problems 
to evolutionary theory simply because the earth is an open 
system. Dr. Gish exposes the naivety of this response. 

The final chapter, ‘Out of Their Own Mouths’, is a series 
of revealing quotes from evolutionists, which together 
constitute a powerful case against the evolutionary 


hypothesis. The book includes two appendices, a helpful 
bibliography of creationist and anti-creationist literature, a 
name index, and a subject index, all of which will aid the 
reader to follow up any particular points of interest. 

I thoroughly enjoyed reading this book. For creationists 
it will be informative as a response to anti-creationist 
literature, for the open-minded reader who may have been 
swayed by anti-creationist rhetoric it is surely a must, and 
for the dyed-in-the-wool evolutionist who is unwilling to 
be persuaded of the creationist case it is probably best 
avoided! 


The Facts of Life : Shattering the Myth of Darwinism, 
by Richard Milton (Fourth Estate, London), 1992, 267 pp. 
£16.99 


Reviewed by Eric Bird 


ILTON is a generalist, with the disadvantage of all 

generalists, that there will be a specialist in every 

separate sphere who knows more in that sphere. 
The disadvantage of the specialist—and in regard to this 
subject it is a very serious disadvantage indeed—is that 
whilst he may be aware of some defects in the application 
of Darwinism in his own speciality, he assumes, through 
ignorance of detail in other disciplines, that the theory is 
well substantiated across the board. 

Milton is a convinced agnostic! His reason for writing 
this exposé of Darwinism was his concern that his nine- 
year-old daughter was being taught theory as fact and 
never given the opportunity to consider the scientific 
problems with evolution. 

Milton is a scientific journalist. He writes very well, 
which makes the book accessible to a wider range of 
people than much of the technical work, but he does not 
fall into the trap of being childish or simplistic. 

One of the most devastating critiques is on the age of the 
earth, and quite a large section of the book is taken up with 
this and some of his observations, for example, on carbon 
dating, were new to me. His chapter on moon dust is one 
of the easiest for the layman to assimilate and his table of 
‘short time-scale’ (i.e. young earth) indicators on page 55 
is fascinating. 

In terms of actual information, there is probably not a 
lot new to regular readers of creationist literature, but 
Milton’s presentation is very refreshing. 

In some aspects, the saddest chapter is the postscript. 
Here he affirms his agnosticism and struggles desperately 
to postulate an alternative, without acknowledging a 
Creator. 

In my opinion, this is an excellent book to give an 
unbeliever who has the idea that the only people who 
reject Darwin are religious bigots. Although I bought the 
original hardback version of the book, it is now available 
in paperback published by Corgi. 
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Tektites 


J. Timothy Unruh 





S THERE a soul who, upon avery early childhood encounter 

under the open canopy of a night-time sky, has not stood 

awestruck at the starry splendour above and received an 
indelible impression in a memory that never departs? Most of 
us have seen for ourselves that we live in a universe of a 
magnitude and grandeur that is humanly incomprehensible. 


Paradoxically, even though it comprises that half of 
creation continually above our heads and open for all to 
see, the heaven is the realm that perhaps holds the greatest 
secret to our understanding of the natural world in which 
we live and its present tainted condition. Astronomy is 
unique among the sciences in that it is a discipline in which 
we observe and study almost exclusively from afar. 

Onaclear night, we may see an occasional 
evanescent streak of light in the sky. Each 
time one occurs, it seems as if one of the stars 
suddenly detached itself from the celestial 
vault and took flight. These curious pinpoint 
flights of light have been known by several 
designations—shooting star, falling star and 
meteor. If one of these is large enough, it is 
a light display of an unforgettable quality 
called a bolide or fireball. Its light may cast 
shadows, its heat may leave a smoke trail 
and it might even make a noise, yet, most 
important of all, it could leave a collectable 
specimen on the earth, called a meteorite. 
Meteorites are the only tangible pieces of 
material we have available from space for our close 
inspection, save the Moon rocks brought back by the 
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An engraving of a spectacular meteor near Durham, 
England 


Apollo astronauts. Meteors and stones from the sky have 
fascinated man since ancient times. 

There is a sub-class of material also believed to be extra- 
terrestrial that is usually discussed under a separate 
chapter in books on meteorites. This unusual material in 
particular is shrouded in even greater intrigue and mystery 
than meteorites. These particles have their own history and 
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theory apart from meteorites in general and they provide 
a whole different realm in our study of the heaven from 
afar and our terrestrial world at large. These pieces of 
material from space are called ‘Tektites.’ 

Since I hold that the Bible is in a unique position of 
authority over human affairs and the disciplines of science, 
it follows, quite assuredly, that any study of tektites should 
be followed through with the same conviction and 
presupposition. It is assumed here that Holy Writ is the 
only true reference point upon which a sensible solution 
to the mystery of tektites can be ultimately constructed. I 
am merely one man and I am certain there are many other 
biblically enlightened minds in my ‘audience’ who could 
add greatly to what I have to say in this rather brief article. 
Some articles have been written about tektites in the ‘main 
stream’ secular science journals but little of this information 
has made its way out into the broad public domain, hence 
the subject is rather obscure and is unknown to most 
people. I believe it is the Bible-respecting scientist or 
layman who has the distinct advantage of fresh insights 
and the ability to do his own thinking in a context that is 
set apart from the approach of worldly wisdom and its 
philosophical orientation in the pursuit of this interesting 
subject. 
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The Nature of Tektites 


The study or science of tektites being a fairly recent 
development has, as yet, no formal designation by name. 
Geo-tektites and astroceramics have been suggested, 
although a third, ‘tektitics’, is the term of preference by this 
writer as it seems more descriptive and definitive. 

Tektites are small pieces of natural glassy-like material 
found in specific areas of the world. The name tektite is 
derived from the Greek word ‘tektos’, which means molten 
or melted, a term selected because of unmistakable 
evidence that these glassy pebbles were shaped while in 
a plastic condition. Their origin is one of the great 
mysteries of modern science, but it is certain that they 
made at least one passage through the Earth’s atmosphere. 
Even though tektites are closely associated with the stony 
and metallic meteorites, these ‘glassy meteorites’ differ in 
some important respects. Their form, composition, surface 
markings and distribution indicate that they came from a 
source different from that of the typical meteorites and 
they encountered the Earth’s atmosphere at speeds 
considerably less than that of most meteorites. Unlike 
meteorites which continuously enter the Earth’s atmosphere, 
a tektite fall has never been observed. It is likely that these 
particles arrived on earth several thousand years ago 
during, or shortly after, the time of the great cosmic and 
terrestrial convulsions of the Noachian deluge. 

Although they resemble obsidian or natural glass, 
tektites differ chemically and structurally from any terrestrial 
glasses and, like meteorites, they seem to bear no material 
or physical relationship to the particular terrain on which 
they are found. The major compounds in tektite composition 
are silicon dioxide (silica) and aluminium oxide (alumina). 
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Their specific gravity is about 2.4 and they have a hardness 
of around 6.5 on the Mohs scale of hardness. Typically, 
they weigh no more than an ounce and are usually no 
larger than a man’s thumb tip. One of the largest whole 
tektites ever found, though, was a spherical indo-chinite 
about the size of a grapefruit and weighing nearly three 
pounds. Sand and dust sized tektites are called microtektites. 
Since tektites are glassy in nature, they show conchoidal 
fracture. They differ from one another in size, shape and 
colour, yet in their internal structure and composition, 
those from several known localities closely resemble one 
another. Again, specimens found in a given locality have 
certain characteristics in common, which identifies them as 
being from that specific area, thus suggesting a common 
origin and transport for those of each region. Tektites 
found in Australia often exhibit a button shape and are 
black and nearly opaque. Specimens found in the region 
of Indo-China are usually larger and show a dark amber to 
blackish colour with slight translucence along their edges 
and they have a characteristic surface sculpturing. Those 
found in Czechoslovakia exhibit the colour and translucence 
of green bottle glass. 

The shape of tektites is indicative of a once semi-fluid 
state and their surface sculpturing is an evidence of a high 
velocity flight through the atmosphere. Their structures 
strongly suggest that their forms have been attained while 
spinning freely. Many show such shapes as spheres, 
dumbbells, teardrops, bars, disks and other nondescript 
shapes. They are rarely larger than a man’s fist and, as 
mentioned, range in colour from transparent bottle green 
to dark amber or opaque black. A few specimens, the 
Libyan Desert glass in particular which is almost pure 
silica, exhibit a yellowish colour. Most exhibit some degree 
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Indo-Chinites 


of translucency, especially those of the greenish and 
yellow range. Some of the moldavite pieces become clear 
with a beautiful green hue when faceted into fine jewellery. 

Tektites have been found in nine principal locations 
around the world including Australia, Indo-China, Luzon 
(Philippine Islands), Moldavia (Czechoslovakia), Malay 
Peninsula and nearby islands, Ivory Coast (Africa) and 
Texas and Georgia in the United States. Because of their 
conspicuous group differences, tektites from various 
localities have received special names. Those from Australia 
are called australites, those from Czechoslovakia are called 
moldavites and those from Indo-china are called indo- 
chinites. A distinctive type found on the Indonesian island 
of Billiton are called billitonites. In the Philippine Islands 
they have been named rizalites, after the district of 
discovery there, while those discovered in Texas have 
been given the local Indian name, bediasites. Tektites 
found in Georgia are simply named Georgia tektites. The 
list goes On as new regional finds have been made. Unlike 
meteorite falls which have been found indiscriminately all 
over the world, all the various tektite areas so far discovered 
lie in an equatorial belt roughly 90 degrees wide. So far no 
authentic tektites have been found in higher latitudes. 
Moldavites extend furthest from the equator, namely about 
the 50th parallel. Most tektite fields lie between 30 degrees 
north and 38 degrees south latitude respectively. 


Theories of origin 


Of the varied theories of origin, the two most prominent 
explanations for tektites include the hypothesis that they 
may have formed as a result of the impact of a very large 
crater-forming meteorite striking the Earth. The force of 
impact along with great pressure and heat could explain 
the rapid velocity of hot plastic material ejected up through 
the atmosphere. Whereas meteorites are solid bodies 


when they enter the atmosphere and develop only 
surface melting from atmospheric friction, tektites show 
evidence of melting throughout indicating a plastic 
state before or at the time they encountered the 
atmosphere. This idea, though, does not answer the 
question of why tektites are found limited to certain 
areas of the world. Tektites have not been found in the 
areas of known terrestrial meteorite craters, only impure 
silica glass is found at these sites. 
The other major theory of origin suggests that tektites 
“are the product of violent meteoritic impactation on 
the Moon. As a result of such forceful explosions, some 
of the debris called ‘lunite’ was blasted away from the 
Moon out of the grip of its relatively weak gravity, as if 
the melted material was splashed off the Moon and 
sent on an Earthbound trajectory. When those shaped 
and hardened particles reached the vicinity of the 
Earth, the final touches were added to their appearance 
by passage through the atmosphere. There is a very 
close similarity between the reflectivity ratio or albedo 
of typical dark tektite material and the low surface 
albedo of the lunar maria which consists of soil much like 
pulverised tektite glass. The lava plains of the maria are 
made up of upwelled volcanic magma that has spread out 
over the Moon’s surface as a result of giant meteorites that 
have blasted through the lunar crust. This material is about 
as dark as fresh laid road asphalt and does include the same 
material as that in tektite glass. 





[AUTHOR’S COLLECTION 
Thin piece of Indo-Chinite backlit by the sun, showing 
the amber colour of the material 


Other theories of less consequence have been proposed. 
One theory suggests that tektites are the product of terrestrial 
material fused by lightning, called fulgurites. Another 
hypothesis is that they are simply glass meteorites. Another 
has suggested that they are the result of either lunar or 
terrestrial volcanic explosions, although tektites are not 
generally found in volcanic areas on Earth. Other concepts 
have been proposed as well. 

New information is constantly being presented on the 
origin and nature of tektites in the context of current 
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cosmology. It is likely though that, as secular scientific 
endeavour moves ever further from the kind of thinking 
that involves any kind of biblical basis, the conclusions will 
more closely follow the lead of cosmic evolutionists. The 
consequences for cosmology are radically different from 
the results a Bible-believing scientist would bring into the 
picture owing to the fact that the latter starts out with a 
different set of presuppositions. The rise of modern science 
since the time of Copernicus and the succeeding thought 
developments of uniformity, evolution and relativity have 
essentially de-throned the Bible from a position of authority 
in the minds of men in their scientific pursuits. Anything we 
read in the mainstream journals today is going to reflect 
that. By the same token, man’s intrinsic meaning and 
purpose in life has been discounted as well. 

Some Australian tektites are flanged as buttons. This 
shape has been exactly duplicated by directing jets of hot 
air onto tektite spheres in a wind tunnel. These laboratory 
tests prove that tektites have travelled at great speeds 
through the atmosphere and that the flanged forms are not 
likely to be the product of an upward flight but a 
downward flight. An infra-lunar flight of tektites from the 
Moon to the Earth would explain their more or less ecliptical 
distribution on the Earth. This latter idea, which is the oldest 
theory for the origin of tektites, was regarded as the most 
plausible and scientific explanation. It has not remained the 
most popular and widely accepted concept as in the earlier 
days because of its affinity to biblical catastrophism and for 
reasons already mentioned. 

It has been concluded 
that, given the 
appearance, structure, 
composition and known 
distribution of tektites, 
any acceptable theory of 
their origin mustlookto | 3 ie 
an extra-terrestrial ees 
source. The same con- [NE mA 
sideration seems to en 
demand that these 
objects be assigned an 
origin different from that 
of meteorites. With all 
aspects considered, the 
Moon seems to qualify 
as the most likely source 
of these semi-meteoritic 
particles which we 
know as tektites. It is interesting enough to realize that there 
are private collectors who would pay hundreds or perhaps 
even thousands of dollars to buy one of the Moon rocks 
retrieved by the astronauts during the Apollo missions. Yet 
how ironic it seems that tektites of some types are abundant 
enough that anyone can goto the lapidary and, for the price 
of a restaurant meal, buy himself a piece of the Moon. 
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Aerodynamic ablation of tektite glass 
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Moldavites 
Placed on mirror in sunlight to show transparency and 
texture. The specimen in the centre is one inch long 


Maverick materials 


An element of the nature of tektites that has essentially 
escaped careful notice is the fact that they are fragments. 
Tektites as well as meteorites are maverick pieces of material 
that are almost certainly products of great forces of disorder 
and destruction. The popular view held by world class 
scientists regards meteorites and their larger cousins, the 
asteroids, as leftover material from the so-called nebular 
accretion of the solar 
system and other 
cosmic formations over 
billions of years. They 
see it as material that 







y never coalesced into 
ae 2 larger bodies. An 
: alternative to this is the 
EKTITES ie writer’s conviction that 


the God of the Bible 


deliberately and by 
design originally 
created all things with 
efficiency and per- 
fection. In their original 
state at Creation, His 
NASA works, the heaven and 
the Earth and the host of 
them, were complete 
and very good as stated in Genesis. Is it within the nature of 
God to have created a universe that is incomplete or 
fragmented at the outset? The student of the Bible would 
most certainly have to say not. It would make sense to say 
that the fragments came later due to catastrophic causes. 
It is a notable fact that, whenever there has been conflict 
among God’s creatures, there have been physical effects. 
All wars are a spiritual problem. When there are wars, 
damage and destruction in the physical realm are manifest 
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by-products. In the process of Adam’s sin, the curse and his 
expulsion from the garden of Eden, creation was physically 
as well as spiritually degraded. The judgment of God upon 
a wicked violent antediluvian world during the deluge left 
an earth that was physically contorted, desolate and 
permanently different. All wars among men since the 
beginning have had their toll on his environment. The 
effects of this scourge of war evidently go far beyond the 
Earth. | 








With the invention of the telescope, the first real evidence 
of cosmic aberration became apparent when man began to 
gaze upon the Moon with his new magnifying eye. A 
modest portable telescope, or even a binocular, will reveal 
that the Moon is blemished with countless impact scars or 
craters of all sizes. It leads one to wonder what its original 
appearance was like. It was eventually realized that 
many of these craters were caused by the impact of very 
large meteoritic fragmentaries or planetesimals. The 
study of ballistics and the examination of terrestrial 
impact sites such as the famous Meteor Crater in the 
American Southwest near Flagstaff, Arizona readily 
verifies this fact. With the advent of space age technology 
and robotic reconnaissance of the planets, photographs 
sent back to Earth disclosed features that were beyond 
the reach of earthbound telescopes. The most significant 
of these features was the abundance of impact formations 
and scars of their surfaces, features that were not unlike 
those seen on the Moon. The Viking space probes sent 
to the planet Mars in 1976 transmitted back to Earth some 
of the most astonishing photographs revealing a surface 
moulded by the most prodigious amounts of water, 
crustal deformation, volcanic activity and meteoritic 
bombardment thereby confirming an apocalyptic ravage 
of the cosmos. 

The source of all comets, asteroids and meteorites in 
the solar system and, indirectly, the tektites, is likely to 
be the disruption of a planet that once existed in the 
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Rizalite. The specimen is approximately 2!/ 4 inches wide 


vacant orbit between Mars and the yet further planet, 
Jupiter. This realm is now littered with the fragmentary 
debris of the asteroid belt, as if by some great catastrophe. 
There is abundant circumstantial evidence strongly 
indicating the prior existence of a once pristine planet in 
that realm. In fact, one scientist has even named and 
theoretically described the deceased planet after the 
mythological Phzeton who tried to drive his father’s chariot 
across the heaven, but, being unable to control the fiery 
steeds, he perished. The extent of the violence evidenced 
in the cosmos is beyond human comprehension. Most of 
the large meteoritic impact features on the Earth, called 
astroblemes, were evidently completely covered or 
eroded during the flood. It is during this time that most 
of the cosmic debris from out of the sky would have 
bombarded the Earth. The object that formed Arizona’s 
meteor crater was obviously a late comer impacting still 
relatively freshly laid sediment not long after the deluge. 
There are no records of the event among the American 
Indians or other inhabitants of the area, suggesting the 
collision occurred before the advent of human habitation 
in the area after the flood. It would make sense that the 
arrival of tektites on the Earth would have occurred 
during or subsequent to the flood as well. 

Another significant mystery of tektites, at least to 
advocates of uniformity and the standard geological 
column, is their age paradox. Often when they are 
found, even in soil re-worked by water, they exhibit little 
or no damage by erosion. Tektites are sometimes found 
almost as if they arrived on site just hours previous to their 
finding. Tektites seem indicative of a young creation by 
their non-conforming ‘fresh’ appearance when they are 
picked up or unearthed. Their minimal weathering would 
make sense if they arrived late in the flood sequence and 
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Georgia Tektite, showing teardrop shape. The 
specimen is 2!/ 4 inches long 


were laid in the soil after most of the earth-moving action 
had ceased. Furthermore, most tektites are found on the 
surface of the ground or superficially buried and not deep 
in the Earth. 
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The flood itself, being an event of cosmic proportions, 
was not only a hydrodynamic event but also a tectonic, a 
volcanic and a meteoritic catastrophe, which represented a 
chapter in Earth history unmatched in intensity. This great 
event indeed provides a very good explanation of current 
geography and geology. There are no records indicating an 
Earth-altering event of greater magnitude than the epoch of 
the deluge. It makes little sense that God’s purpose in a 
‘very good’ world would 
include missiles and falling 
debris from the sky as the 
norm. These are products of a 
creation afflicted, not of a 
creation in process. What 
space age technology brought 
to us is a revelation that 
confirms the pattern of 
disorder and destruction in a 
universe that was once 
unbroken. 

The Bible itself indicates 
that the judgment of the Flood 
and the attendant effects were 
not necessarily limited to the 
Earth. It indicates that the event 
appears to have involved all of 
creation (2 Peter 3:5-7). 
Furthermore, ‘And there was 
war in heaven: Michael and 
his angels fought against the 
dragon; and the dragon and 
his angels ...’ (Revelation 
12:7). How closely this particular reference can be tied to 
the deluge and its effects is not necessarily conclusive, 
although, circumstantial to Scripture references, post- 
diluvian human traditions are indeed filled with mythological 
accounts involving the clash of the titans and worship of the 
stars. Such myths are likely to have had their ultimate 
origins in real agents and events. 

Whether the astronomer searches the heaven with his 
telescope or mechanical probe, or beholds a tektite 
specimen in his hand, he may see the unmistakable 
evidence of a truth that has resided in nature as well as in 
Scripture for thousands of years—that we live in a temporal 
world with a history of spiritual and physical trauma. Yet 
the same heaven, as a natural revelation, is latent with 
meaning in terms of its disclosure of the reality and 
workings of the living God. The heaven is a physical 
endorsement of the great and comforting promises within 
the redemptive purpose of the Saviour revealed in the 
detailed special revelation of the Bible. Even though Romans 
8:22 confirms that ‘the whole creation groaneth and travaileth 
in pain together’, yet still, the Psalmist announces that ‘the 
heavens declare the glory of God’ even in their fallen state, 
as we look for that ‘blessed hope and glorious appearing of 
the great God and our Saviour Jesus Christ.’ (Titus 2:13). 





The scarred surface of the moon 
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Evolution or Creation? 


Philip Bell 


HE PURPOSE of this essay is to elaborate on a short article 
which appeared in the Harvest 1993 issue of the Bath 
Christian Good News Paper. In the New Year, I had no 
thought whatsoever that I would soon be polling Christians on 


this or any other subject. 

Even as questionnaires were being distributed throughout 
Bath’s churches, I only had thoughts of discovering what 
ideas among Christians held prevalence—and making 
known the results in a publication to which interested 
Christians had easy access. Beyond the newspaper article, 
I myself had no ideas or plans to ‘use’ the results in any 
way. It was, I felt, up to the church ministers themselves 
to decide whether to take the matter further. 

As the completed forms began to come in with each 
morning post, it quickly became apparent that many 
people had wanted to express themselves more fully than 
the ticking boxes allowed! Sometimes this took the form of 
copious notes on the questionnaire itself; occasionally the 
individual had appended a letter. The chief purpose of this 
paper is to bring together these differing views and 
perceptions of over fifty Christians, on various aspects of 
the whole subject of Evolution and Creation. Perhaps this 
may help us to appreciate more fully what Christians in 
general actually believe, when put alongside the survey 
results. Also, for anyone who may consider conducting a 
similar survey in the future, I hope they can learn from the 
shortcomings of this one. 

Although I find this subject a very interesting one 
academically—I read zoology, botany and geology at 
university—I prayed much at the outset that I might 
quickly recognise if the ‘questionnaire idea’ was not in 
accordance with God’s will and that any initial efforts of 
mine in this direction would be thwarted. On the contrary, 
God greatly encouraged me in the task. The importance of 
the whole issue (for society generally as well as for the 
church) continues to be brought home to me week by 
week. That is not to say that I think a questionnaire is the 
most ideal method for tackling this or any issue, nor that 
I think the questions posed were without fault. In retrospect 
I should like to have asked a few additional questions, 
such as: ‘Do you believe that the human race is descended 
from just two people, Adam and Eve?’ I accept some of the 
criticisms you will read. I recognize that the structuring of 
the questions was rather simplistic in places—it had to 
be—but I maintain that for the average person, faced with 
the questionnaire, the meanings of the statements and 
questions were reasonably clear. Indeed, I am grateful to 
a number of friends (not all of whom necessarily share my 
views) who contributed helpful comments, so that there 
were several drafts of the questionnaire before its circulation 
amongst the churches. 

I have written the following paragraphs mostly as 
groupings of the comments I received, with very little by 


way of my own remarks. Any emphases shown were in the 
person’s original remarks. I have not commented on all the 
ideas expressed (for instance the ‘Gap theory’) because the 
essay is already lengthy! Please refer to the short Glossary 
before reading the main body of the paper. 

It became evident that some people felt that my aims in 
producing the questionnaire were not clear. I originally 
approached ministers and clergymen from over sixty 
churches in March/April 1993. These included Church of 
England, Methodist, Baptist, Elim Pentecostal, Brethren, 
Congregational, Salvation Army, Orthodox, Roman Catholic 
anda number of Free/Independent churches. I telephoned 
each church-leader personally explaining my aims and 
stating my personal belief in a literal interpretation of the 
Genesis record; my aims were no more or less than those 
stated on the questionnaire itself. I then followed this up 
with questionnaires plus a covering letter. Only a handful 
of ministers said they would not be making the questionnaire 
available in their churches—and these for widely differing 
reasons. I am very grateful that the majority of churches 
agreed to make their own photocopies, saving me time 
and expense. I am also indebted to Mr. Leslie King of the 
Bath & District Council of Evangelical Churches for assisting 
me in identifying and locating the local churches. 


The questionnaire and the statistical 
results are given in bold type, with pie 
charts demonstrating the relative 
distribution of the responses. 


Terminology and Phrasing of Questions 


(a) Evolution or Creation / Evolution and Creation 


‘Why place in opposition “evolution” and “creation”?— 
because it is current jargon? Many people believe that God 
created the world by means of an evolutionary process, as 
your own [question] 2 (c) allows. Such a belief is not tied 
to any particular presentation of “Darwinism” though we 
have no need to go back to the ill-mannered way in which 
Darwin was treated by the Church establishment.’ (URC 
minister) 


Tm finding this questionnaire very difficult to answer 
because it is based on the assumption that evolution and 
creation are mutually exclusive theorems.’ (C of E) 
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1. Is the question of ‘Evolution or Creation’: 


(a) important and relevant? 
(b) simplistic? 

(c) not important? 

(d) controversial? 

(e) ared herring? 


(f) 7% 


(e) 3% 
(d) 1% 





(c) 17% 





(a) 65% 


(b) 6% \ 


‘I believe that [Evolution or Creation] is a false 
dichotomy—there is poetic and scientific truth ... Genesis 
is a poetic account of the evolutionary process.’ 
(Independent church) 


‘Whilst you attempt to define “Evolution”, you don’t 
define what you mean by “Creation”. To my mind the two 
are not mutually exclusive.’ (Methodist minister) 


‘The questions ask people to choose between two 
extremes, “6-day creation” and “blind evolution”. Most, if 
not all Christians will accept that God is creator, and many 
will feel that blind evolution has fatal flaws as a theory. My 
own view is that between these extremes there is a large 
grey area where it is difficult to be precise about such a 
complex issue, and it can be unprofitable for the non- 
specialist to try and dig too deeply.’ (Brethren church) 


(b) The definition of Evolution stated on the 
questionnaire 


The definition given was: ‘Evolution’ means that all 
plants and animals (including humans) have a common 
ancestor and have arrived at their present forms through 
numerous small changes over millions of years—from the 
simplest cell to the most complex animal or plant. (There 
are many differing theories of evolution.). 


‘Do not agree with this definition. (C of E—Theistic 
evolutionist) 


‘Do not agree with your interpretation of evolution.’ (C 
of E—Day-age creationist) 


They did not explain what exactly they found fault with. 
Perhaps my reference to common ancestry was the problem 
in that people often hold to belief in evolution but interject 
that mankind is a ‘special creation,’ not linked to the apes. 
Otherwise, I would stand by my definition as essentially 
correct, whether describing Darwinian theories of Natural 
Selection (Milner, 1990), Epigenetic Evolution (Goldschmidt, 
1940; Collyer, n.d.), Punctuated Equilibria (Dawkins, 1985), 
Neodarwinism (Milner, 1990), Synthetic Theory (Milner, 
1990), Orthogenesis (Milner, 1990) or any of the host of 
various slants that have been put forward throughout this 
century (Collyer, n.d.). 


(c) My use of certain words 
(i) Use of the word ‘literal’ 


‘This term [literal] sometimes means taking words of 
Scripture out of context and applying the semantics in 
isolation. Iam reminded of the third temptation presented 
to Jesus by the devil (Luke 4), which seemed to challenge 
Christ to interpret “literally” the promise from the Psalms 
of ultimate physical protection.’ (Brethren church) 


‘What is often claimed in its name [i.e. literal] is often 
blurred, confused and lumped together with “interpretation” 
. and by this I am not talking of the usually understood 
distinction of “reality” as over against “symbolism”, or 
again the attempt at re-definition as, for example, a 
standard 24 hr. day becoming used for some time period 
usually as a means of obscuring the inherent incompatibility 
of the two positions.’ (ndependent church) 


. questions 2(a) & (b) refer to “Genesis” without 
giving any space for variation of detail and style in Genesis 
chapters 1 & 2.’ (URC minister) 


2. How would you describe your beliefs on 
the interpretation of the Genesis record: 
(a) creation in six literal days? 

(b) literal but Genesis days as periods? 
(c) God used evolution? 
(d) other? 


(d) 12% 





(c) 16% 
(a) 42% 


(b) 38% 


19 


20 





3. If you chose (b) or (c) in question 2, would 
you say that the media has shaped your 
opinion? 


14% said the media had influenced their 
opinions. 





(i) Referring to my initial statement on ‘interpretling/ the 
Biblical account of the creation ...’ 


A writer comments: ‘ “Interpret” suggests an element of 
personal choice will always cloud the issue.’ 


(it) Referring to the statement ‘How many Christians today 
still adopt a literal, 6-day view ...’ 


‘ “Still” suggests that the next item is old fashioned.’ 


(iv) Referring to the question on the earth’s age 


‘ “Don’t know” is preferable to “No Idea”; the latter 
suggests ignorance rather than a realisation that this 
subject is difficult to solve.’ (Independent church) 


(v) Some did not like my phrase in question 2(c)— ‘God 
used evolution to bring the living world into being —and 
even rewrote it! 


‘Through Evolution, God brought [the living world into 
being] (C of E Theistic evolutionist) 


‘God used evolution to create the living world. Evolution 
was a moment by moment expression of God’s will; i.e. 
evolution not mechanistic. Man is a special act of creation.’ 


(C of ED 


‘If, as your note suggests, you are only including life, 
human, animal and plant in your understanding of evolution, 
are you right in comparing the creation story with evolution 
... if you leave out the creation of the heavenly bodies? It 
is, I believe, proven fact that the biblical creation of the sun, 
moon and stars, relative to the creation of the world and 
light and darkness, is quite inaccurate.’ (C of E—Day-age 
creationist) 


In answer to the latter contention, I believe the biblical 
record of the heavenly bodies to be entirely accurate and 
in perfect harmony with the rest of Genesis 1. Indeed this 
would seem, in my view, only to further repudiate 
evolutionary theory as being irreconcilable to Genesis 1. 


(vi) One individual felt that the questionnaire statements 
were generally: 


‘.,. either, G) inaccurate as in [question] 4. Fact develops 
into Theory. Fact does not depend on Theory. or, Ci) 
meaningless as in 2(c). “... to bring into being” defines 


Creation. We suppose you mean “to develop living forms ”. 
Could we make a positive statement such as, Scripture 
shows the why, Science studies the how. Rather like 
Spanner’s famous complementary principle.’ (Theistic 
evolutionist) : 


_ (a) Other comments 


‘... your technique of asking questions preconditions 
the responses, so your questionnaire would not be 
considered “fair”.’ (ndependent church) 


‘Evolution is a doubtful theory ... .but presumably some 
aspects of these complex ideas provide reasonable 
explanations for physical observations, so that an individual 
could have a composite view of the creation process which 
involved God as the source of life and the creator, but 
working through some varied chain of physical 
development. Your questionnaire does not seem to allow 
for this position adequately. Maybe you wish to polarise 
opinion.’ (Brethren church) 


‘What, at the end of the day will [the questionnaire] tell 
us about anybody’s commitment as a Christian? There is 
nothing in the questionnaire that links the two.’ (Methodist 
minister) 


Importance of the matter 


(a) Not an important issue/ red herring/ Gospel is 
the central issue 


‘T really don’t understand this great “hang up” that some 
Christians have about the subject. The important thing is 
that we can discern (and witness to) a God behind it all. 
Our concern ought to be with those who try and make out 
that creation is all some gigantic “coincidence” with no 
plan behind it all ... .The focal point of [God’s] Plan is not 
the first chapter of Genesis, or the second ... .but the advent 
of Jesus Christ into the human arena to save and redeem 
us. I would rather we spent time telling that GOOD News 
to those who don’t know it, rather than the red-herring of 
“evolution” or “creation”. I shall be interested to know 
what you make of it all at the end of the day. Ican’t honestly 
see it being of much use—but perhaps I am wrong?’ 
(Methodist minister) 


Asked about the importance of the whole question, one 
person ticked ‘Not particularly important’ and wrote: 
‘Salvation first!’ (Brethren church) 


‘Why get sidetracked by this debate when our instructions 
were to go into all the world and preach the gospel.’ 
(Baptist church) 


‘This is one of the red herrings cast out by Satan to keep 
people chasing each others’ tails in futile argument... none 
of this will add a single moment to our lives now.’ 
(Undependent church—Creationist) 
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4. Do you consider Evolution to be: 
(a) a theory? 
(b) a fact? 
(c) a belief? 


75% Of those who considered evolution to be 
a belief agreed with the literalinterpretation of 
Genesis. 


(atc) 7% 
(a+b) 1% 






(c) 16% 


(b) 4% (a) 71% 


{God is] more concerned with Justice and man’s 
relationship with him than in arguments as to how it all 
came into being.’ (C of FE) 


‘Does it really matter, and will finding out feed the 
starving, house the homeless or help the needy? ... Is this 
questionnaire a red herring? Yes. The money could have 
been better spent!’ Cndependent church—Creationist) 


(6) This is an important issue... but... 


‘We must preach creation without stating the method ... 
I would like to see more [literature] assuring folk of the 
need to stop worrying. God made but hasn’t told us how. 
Genesis does not pin the believer down [and] if we read 
with humble awareness of our ignorance, Science and 
Genesis will agree—but only when all is known.’ (Brethren 
church—not sure about a literal belief in Genesis and 
evolution) 


~ 


‘Important in emphasising belief in God’s creation. 
Genesis is an explanation inspired by God in a form 
understandable by humans, of his creation.’ (C of E— 
Theistic evolutionist) 


‘T think the question as you have posed it really misses 
the point. Gen 1 was written by a theologian, not of course, 
a modern scientist. He was addressing himself not to any 
Evolution versus Creation debate, but to the more profound 
question of ‘One God the Creator of everything’ versus the 
then current ideas of many gods and goddesses. It’s still 
very relevant to our age in which people still think that the 
stars or planets control or foretell events in our lives, or 
even shape our characters ... .I wish we could get away 
from the Evolution vs. Creation debate, and concentrate on 


these more valuable teachings.’ (C of E—Theistic 


evolutionist) 


(c) A very important issue 


‘Because it’s in the National Curriculum.’ (Baptist 
church—Creationist) 


With reference to the above, another individual from an 
Independent church indicated that they would like to see 
a larger availability of literature for schools on different 
aspects of this whole subject. 


‘Absolutely basic to the Christian faith. The church has 
yet to fully realise this.’ (from a couple in Chippenham who 
picked up a questionnaire from the Good News Media 
bookshop) 


‘It may seem that ... there really is no controversy 
between Science and faith ... But for the ordinary person 
Evolution ‘proves’ that God does not exist. To ignore this 
is to be too idealistic. Evolution as a belief must be 
vigorously assailed.’ (from a couple in Newent, Glos— 
Creationists) 


When questioned on whether Evolution was Theory, 
Fact or Belief, one person ticked ‘Theory’ but wrote 
alongside: 


‘i.e. of the devil.’ (ndependent church—Creationist) 


God’s methodology in Creation? Peoples’ 
ideas and re-interpretations 


This section is included partly because it shows the 
tendency we have as human beings, to try to explain 
practically everything so that it fits with our rational, 
human logic! I would only comment that although these 
ideas make interesting reading, we must take as our 
starting point the ‘God breathed’ Scriptures (2 Timothy 
3:16 NIV)—the whole counsel of God. When we really do 
this, many of the following theories will fail to stand in the 
light of God’s Word. 

Let’s start at the very beginning: 


(a) A Big Bang? 


‘Big bang and then evolution took place over hundreds 
and thousands of years.’ (Christian student at Bath College 
of Higher Education) 


‘... clearly [God] is the ultimate origin and sustainer of 
the universe ... It seems to me that the Big Bang is 
plausible, followed by expansion and cooling. He then 
injected (created) life on earth as separate species. Evolution 
via genetic mutation then took place within species 
possibly as one result of the Fall.’ (Baptist church) 


‘As schoolgirls in Taunton in the 1930’s we were taught 
creation by evolution and I feel glad that nowadays more 
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(a a | 
5. What sort of age do you consider the earth 
to be: 
(a) little more than 6000 years? 
(b) about 4500 million years? 
(c) other? 
(d) no idea? 


Of those who indicated 6000 years, 86% 
disagreed with evolution. Of those who indicated 
4500 million years, 44% agreed with evolution, 
2% disagreed and 29% were unsure. Of those 
who had no opinion on the age of the earth, 13% 
agreed with evolution. 







(a) 22% 


(d) 51% 


(b) 22% 


(c) 5% 
SSS a ee rn 


people seem to hold to their ‘Big Bang’ theory (nearest to 
Genesis).’ (ndependent church) 


(b) A Gap perhaps? 


‘The Bible says “the earth was without form and void” 
but interestingly this pre-supposes that it certainly existed 
in some sort of way.’ dndependent church) 


‘Whilst the history of man may be something over 6,000 
years, the earth itself could well be very much older if the 
‘Gap Theory’ between Gen 1: 1 & 2 is correct.‘ (C of E) 


‘Whilst I believe entirely in a 6-day creation by God, 
there are two interpretations I have about the age of the 
world: 1. Gap theory ... as stated by Schofield [Schofield 
Reference Bible|—Gap possibly millions of years, world 
destroyed. Bible is truth and it states that the earth was void 
and formless. God does not create things like that. 
Therefore I conclude that there was a previous creation 
living on the earth (Dinosaurs) that Satan ruled and 
destroyed. How long this took place we do not know. 
However the Adamic Race (Adamic = Human, as we know 
it) is almost 7,000 years old.’ (ndependent church) 


(c) A day is not a day? 


Tam ... inclined to think that the 6 days (with their 
evenings and mornings) are the times when God taught 
Adam about creation—God didn’t need to rest, Adam did. 


In which case there is no indication of the time God took 
in creating the earth.’ (Brethren church). 


Someone else changed 2 (b) on the questionnaire, to read: 


‘Creation occurred as described in Genesis, but the 
“days” are separated by periods of time.’ (C of E) 


‘... a standard 24 hr. day becomles] used for some time 
period usually as a means of obscuring the inherent 
incompatibility of the two positions.’ dndependent church) 


(da) An elderly young planet? 


‘God can easily make things with the appearance of 
age—I don’t know if he did ... God could make the light 
travelling from a distant star appear at the same time as He 
made the star, and everything else with similar appearance 
of age.’ (Brethren church) 


‘A world created in 4004 BC or whatever could have a 
past built into it.’ (Brethren church) 


(e) An earth of 6,000 or 4.5 billion years or something 
in between? 


One person did not understand that 4500 million years 
is equivalent to 4.5 billion years—not the English ‘billion’ 
which would make the current scientifically accepted age 
Gincorrectly) 4,500,000,000,000. 


‘T have just looked up Plain Truth Maglazine]', Oct. 
1991, to quote—“from the evidence of various bones, 
artefacts and cave paintings, scientists claim to have 
proved that man has been on this planet for well over 
10,000 years”. This, if true, automatically demolishes the 
exegesis of God’s 7,000 year plan ... I read in The Times 
Atlas of World History |that] humans capable of walking 





6. Have you read or heard the scientific 
arguments which refute Evolution whilst 
reinforcing Creation? 


63% said ‘yes’ and 83% confidently agreed 
with a literal interpretation of the biblical 
account. 


(No reply) 14% (a) 20% 





(d) 29% 
(b) 20% 


(c) 17% 
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7. Would you like to see a larger availability of 
literature on different aspects of this 
subject? 


55% expressed a desire for more literature. 
Overall, one fifth would like to see a follow-up 
on the survey, though five times as many of 
these disagreed with evolution as agreed with 
it. 





upright evolved in Africa by 4 million years ago ... 
[Evolution] could be a wonderful method—but I very 
much want to believe in the creation of man as in Genesis; 
i.e. Adam and Eve ... I personally wish to know the 
TRUTH.’ (C of ED 


‘Probably less than 100,000 years.’ (C of ED 


‘Something more than 6,000 years since earth needed a 
period of time before [it was] inhabitable. Age in thousands 
rather than millions of years.’ (ndependent church) 


‘Millions of years would be problematic. On the other 
hand I feel no particular obligation to opt in the direction 
of the 4004 BC of Bishop Ussher ... I would not be 
surprised at about 7,000 years but wouldn’t argue with 
anything up to 20,000. Recently, I have wondered ... 
[about] ... pushing it back as far as 100,000 years, but 
beyond that I would find myself unwilling to go.’ 
Undependent church) 


‘... how old the earth itself is, is open to question...’ 
(ndependent church) 


‘... | understand the Bible to locate the human race in 
history, not the date of the planet.’ (C of ED 


‘The account of the creation ... does not consider the 
age of the planet. It is irrelevant to the account. It could be 
any age (certainly great).’ (Salvation Army) 


‘Older than 4004 BC but by how much I don’t know. (C 
of FE) 


There were some misunderstandings and questions: 
One person from an independent church, in their 
questionnaire, answered that they agreed with evolution 
but considered the age of our planet to be little more than 
6,000 years! He/she was not alone by any means. Even a 
small understanding of evolutionary theory will reveal 
absolute requirement for a millions of years timescale. 
Another person from an independent church disagreed 
with evolution, preferring a ‘literal interpretation’ of Genesis 
but stated that Evolution was, all the same, factual, ‘in that 
species continue to evolve.’ The answer to this confusion 
is cleared up by another contribution from the same 
church: ‘The factual part of evolution is that species, over 





8. Please indicate your interest in attending 
more of the following types of meetings on 
Evolution and Creation: 

(a) talks and seminars 

(b) debates between the two views 
(c) a question panel of experts 

(d) video presentations. 


The differences between the age groups were 
very small. However, younger Christians were 
more likely to consider evolution as a factrather 
than a theory. 75% of the youth wanted more 
literature andthe same percentage ofthis group 
favoured a follow-up (contrast the overall 
response to a follow-up!). 


periods of time can show adaptations/changes to 
environmental pressures... (Natural Selection). This is 
different from... evolution which states that natural selection 
results in one species evolving into another... This is 
unproven guesswork.’ 

This serves to highlight the particular need for teaching 
these days, on the Genesis ‘kinds’ (Ollerenshaw, n.d.). The 
following is not such a silly question! 


‘... one question I would ask the evolutionaries ... If we 
evolved from apes, why are apes still on the earth? From 
my poor understanding of evolution from school ... as 
each higher life form evolved the previous one died out.’ 
(Independent church) 


Miscellany 


Some diverse statements with food for thought: 


‘T have ticked both “theory” and “belief” in question 4 
to highlight the point that theory as such is prone to accrue 
to itself the assumption of “fact” where it is held in the 
context of pre-existing belief/unbelief.’ (ndependent 
church) 


‘Things deteriorate not improve with time and Evolution 
is therefore contrary to an established, proved fact.’ ” 
(Brethren church) 


‘Neither Evolution nor Creation can be proved 
scientifically at this moment in time.’ (on a questionnaire 
taken from the Good News Media bookshop) 


‘Creation occurred but not necessarily as documented 
in the Bible.’ (C of E) 


‘Evolution is Fact] and still being proved in regard to 
details.’ (C of E) 


‘The believer needs a large “Pending Tray” in which to 
deposit this problem with daily prayers for wisdom and for 
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9. Please indicate your approximate age: 
(a) under 20. 
(b) 20-39. 
(c) 40-60. 
(d) over 60. 





humble, settled trust in the Creator/Redeemer God who 
has the answer.’ (Brethren church) 


‘At the moment the popular view of the Scriptures does 
not match well the Evolutionist view, nor some of the 
discoveries. I believe that the debate has rarely been 
properly joined by Christians and when it has, the usual 
approach has been to rubbish Evolution rather than 
seeking a credible alternative.’ (Independent church) 


‘,.. there is a danger of diminishing God’s stature in 
human eyes and of rendering the Bible unconvincing, if 
we interpret it too simplistically and portray God as a 
celestial magician.’ (Brethren church) 


I would like to comment on this latter point; simply to 
state that having studied evolutionary theories in some 
depth, many of the suppositions are quite ‘magical’ to the 
extreme. Good examples of this are: the evolution of the 
Cetacea (whales, dolphins etc.) and the evolution of 
insects. A topical example that perhaps caps the lot is the 
‘Origin of Life-—-BBC Horizon recently ran a programme 
entitled ‘Life is Impossible’ and the transcript, if you have 
not seen the programme itself, makes very enlightening 
(and somewhat light hearted) reading.’ 


So is ‘it’ important? 


‘I do think that in the C of E it is a very minor issue.’ 
(Anglican clergyman) 


Interestingly, of the 315 questionnaires I had received 
in time for the publication of the results, 25% of these were 
sent in from nine different C of E churches in Bath. This 
surely suggests that it is not so minor an issue. 

One person asked, with reference to literature availability: 


‘There are lots on evolution, are there many on creation?’ 


(C of E) 


The answer is a resounding YES. True, you will not 
usually find books of this sort in Christian bookshops—a 
fact worth thinking about! Why is this so? There are active 
Creationist organisations*>**’ in this country which are all 
but unknown to the vast majority of Christians, including 
evangelicals. These would be more than willing to provide 
book-lists, magazines, audiovisuals and the like, to cater 
for all ages. 

I finish this section with a quote from a letter I received, 
from a biology student at Bath University: 


‘Evolution/Creation caused me many doubts when I 
became a Christian, as those around me did not appear to 
have a good understanding of both sides of the argument. 
Most have a blind faith in Creation. This led me to feel I had 
to choose between God and Evolution, and many talks 
since have left me with that feeling. Is ‘it’ important?.’ 


Conclusions 


In 2 Peter chapter 3, we read these words (NIV): 

‘Dear friends, this is now my second letter to you. I 
have written both of them as reminders to stimulate you 
to wholesome thinking.’ 

Peter is about to close his letter with an exhortation to 
all Christians (c.f |:lb) to live holy and godly lives 3:11) 
because ‘the day of the Lord [God] (3:10,12) will come like 
a thief, unexpectedly. Reading from chapter 3 verse 3: 

‘First of all, you must understand that in the last days 
scoffers will come ... They will say, “Where is this 

‘coming’ he promised? Ever since our fathers died, 

everything goes on as it has since the beginning of 

creation”.® But they deliberately forget that long ago by 

God’s word the heavens existed and the earth was 

formed out of water and by water. By these waters also 

the world of that time was deluged and destroyed. By the 
same word the present heavens and earth are reserved 
for fire, being kept for the day of judgment and 
destruction of ungodly men.’ 

Never more so than in this century, has this prophetic 
word from the Scriptures been so relevant, in that it is being 
fulfilled before our very eyes. God’s people must rise to the 
occasion and wake up to the lies that the Devil has planted. 
I have highlighted a section above to indicate that God 
looks down on those who deny Creation by water 
(Genesis 1:2, 6, 7, 9) and the worldwide judgement of 
Noah’s flood (c.f. Genesis 6:3, 6, 7; 7:4, 22, 23) as ‘scoffers.’ 

‘Blessed is the man who does not walk in the council 
of the wicked or stand in the way of sinners, or sit in the 
seat of mockers.’ (Psalm 1:1 NIV) ‘Mockers’ here is the 
same word for ‘scoffers-—they are grouped together 
with the ‘wicked.’ We read further: ‘Therefore the 
wicked will not stand in the judgement ... the way of the 

wicked will perish.’ (Psalm 1:5, 6). 

There is surely a desperate need for the Christian church 
(not least those of us who call ourselves evangelical) to re- 
examine current ideas such as doctrines of theistic evolution 
and ‘local flood theories.’ God intervened (the deluge) in 
a creation that had been marred by man’s sin and 
godlessness (a result of the Fall) not because man had 
evolved undesirable thought patterns and social behaviour! 
Are we as God’s people in danger of becoming the 
scoffers? God forbid. If we have not already done so, we 
must also awaken to the fact that many Christians (as the 
person quoted in the previous section typifies) do find this 
issue a stumbling block to solid faith in Christ. Worse still, 
it is—from the experience of increasing numbers of 
Christians who are engaged in evangelism—a barrier to 


@RIGINS”” 


« Journal of the Biblical Creation Society » 


full acceptance of the Gospel message of Salvation through 
Jesus Christ. As our Saviour himself declared: 

‘... since you do not believe what [Moses] wrote, how 
are you going to believe what I say? John 5:47 NIV). 
My prayer is that this assemblage of peoples’ diverse 

thoughts on Creation and the whole matter of origins, will 
help those who read it to more fully appreciate some of the 
problems and misconceptions that exist. As the 
questionnaire results indicated, very few people indeed 
considered that here was a side issue or red herring. I 
cannot help feeling that our enemy the Devil has been 
pulling the wool over our eyes as Christians. Together with 
the lie of evolution (as I see it) he has been hard at work 
to spread the notion—in secular and Christian circles 
alike—that to question the ‘science” of evolution is to stir 
up unnecessary controversy, worse still to cause young or 
would-be Christians to stumble! It is my conviction that so 
long as there are even a few who are confused or 
disillusioned (I was once one of them) with what they see 
as conflicts of faith and ‘science”, we should do our utmost 
to help them; by strengthening their faith in God’s Word 
as trustworthy and true. True science can only help people 
with their doubts and questions. What better way to do this 
than to help a person build their life on the solid 
foundations of God’s words in Genesis, the book which 
prepares the way for true morality and relationships, and 
ultimately salvation. 


Glossary of Terms 


CREATIONIST—As I have used it: Someone who considers 
evolution to be a false explanation for the origin and 
diversity of life. Creationism accepts that Natural Selection 
occurs but within the confines of the Genesis ‘kinds.’ 

DAY AGE THEORY—The days in Genesis 1 are not 24 
hour periods but much longer; even many millions of 
years. The six ‘days’ are sometimes taken to approximate 
to the entire geological time scale of the stratigraphic 
record. This view is often (but not always) held together 
with evolution. 

THEISTIC EVOLUTIONIST—A person who believes that 
God created via an evolutionary process. This may or may 
not incorporate ‘special creation’ of mankind (Adam & 
Eve) as distinct from other animals. 

Note: Where I have sometimes used the above terms as 
convenient descriptions of a Christian’s viewpoint the aim 
has simply been to throw some light on the statement they 
have made. These ‘labels’ are based on the person’s 
questionnaire answers. 
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Notes 


1. Publication of a false cult known as Armstrongism. 

2. Presumably referring to the Second Law of 
Thermodynamics. 

3. Transmitted on 28th June 1993. Transcript available for 
&2.00 (cheques payable to Broadcasting Support Services) 
from, Horizon: Life is Impossible, PO Box 7, London, 
W3 OX]. 

4, Creation Resources Trust, Mead Farm, Downhead, West 
Camel, Yeovil, Somerset, BA22 7RQ. Publishers of Our 
World children’s paper, Original View for older teens 
and students, Creation Update magazine and Factsheets 
on many aspects of the creation-evolution issue. They 
hold a comprehensive library from which they loan 
videos, audio cassettes and slide-tape programmes. 
Wide range of books. 

5. Creation Science Movement, 50 Brecon Avenue, Cosham, 
Portsmouth, P06 2AW. Publishers of the journal Creation, 
pamphlets, books and tapes demonstrating that the 
biblical account of creation is supported by true science. 
Their aim is to show that teaching of evolutionary theory 
causes a decline in morality and supports atheistic 
humanism. They lecture to universities, schools and 
churches. 

6. Biblical Creation Society, PO Box 22, Rugby, 
Warwickshire, CV22 7SY. Publishers of the journal 
Origins, foundational studies on creation topics, book 
reviews, literature surveys, prayer-focus sheets and 
many other ‘mini essays’ (my phrase!) on aspects of the 
creation/evolution issue. They have a Travelling Secretary 
available to speak at schools, colleges, churches or 
other public meetings. They provide a ‘Student Pack 
Scheme’ for Christian students in Higher Education. 


7. Creation Science Foundation (UK), PO Box 1427, 


Sevenhampton, Swindon, Wiltshire, SN6 7UF. Publishers 
of Creation magazine and creation teaching materials 
from nursery to university level. Books, tapes, videos, 
films available. 

8. Sounds rather like the science of ‘Uniformitarianism.’ 
This essentially precludes the possibility of catastrophes 
in the earth’s history (such as Noah’s flood) choosing 
rather to explain all geological and geographical 
formations as the products of steady (often imperceptible) 
processes that have occurred across the zons of time. 

9. ‘Science’ is included in quotes in this context to indicate 
that no science can really be true science unless it insists, 
as its starting point, that God exists and He is Creator. 
Many of the theories that Man has propounded (only to 
be later disproved) would never have gained any 
credibility, had the scientist started from this basic fact 
rather than a series of his/her assumptions! 
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